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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION IX
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 9410S
September 30,2011

Douglas Kleinsmith
Bureau of Reclamation
Office of Environmental Affairs
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Joint Operations Center Relocation
Project, Sacramento County, CA. (CEQ# 20110313)

Dear Mr. Kleinsmith,

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Joint Operations Center Relocation Project (Project) purslrant to the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEe)
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Acr. Our comments
were also prepared under the authority of, and in accordance with, Sections 303,316, and 402 of
the Clean Water Act (CWA), and the provisions of the Federal Guidelines promulgated at 40
CFR 230 under Section 404(bX1) of the Clean Water Act (CWA).

The proposed action alternative, (new construction at Nimbus Hatchery Site), would require the
construction of a 200,000 square feet building in eastem Sacramento County. Based on our
review, we have rated the proposed project as Lack of Objections (LO) (see enclosed "summary
of Rating Definitions").

EPA appreciates the opportunity to review this DEIS. When the FEIS is released, please send
one hard copy and two electronic copies to the address above (mail code: CED-Z).If you have
any questions, please contact me at (41,5) 972-352L, or contact James Munson, the lead reviewer
for this project. James can be reached at (415) 972-3800 or munsonjames@epa.gov.

Environmental Review Office

Enclosures:
Summary of EPA Rating Definitions
Cc:
John Engstrom, California Department of Water Resources

Sincerely,

CItr*



SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS*

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) level

of concern with a proposed action. The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the

environmental impicts of the proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the Environmental

Impact Statement (EIS).

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION
((LO" (I^ack of Objections)

The EpA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal.

The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with

no more than minor changes to the proposal.

" E C" ( Environme ntal C onc e rns)

The EpA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment.

Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation measures that can

reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

" E O" ( E nvir o nm e ntal Obj e ctio n s)

The EpA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide adequate

protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or

ionsideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends

to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

' 
( 
E (J " ( E nvir o nm e ntally U n sati sfactory )

The EpA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are

unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with the

lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage,

this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEO.

ADEOUACY OF TT{E IMPACT STATEMENT

Category "1" (Adequate)

EpA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and those of

the altematives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary, but the

reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

C ate gory "2" (I nsufft cient I nformation)

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be

avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available

alternatives that are within the spectrum of altematives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the

environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be

included in the final EIS.
Category "3" (Inadequate)

EpA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the action,

or the EpA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of

alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant

environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of
such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is

adequate fir the purpos"r of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made

avaiiable for pubtic comment in a supplemental or revised draft EiS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts

involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

,kFrom EPA Manual 1649, Polic]i and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.


